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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 1 21 : 

I. Claims 1-6, drawn to a method of forming a film having a different resin 
the edge than at the center, classified in class 264, subclass 173.16. 

II. Claim 7, drawn to a method of forming a film having gas blown through the 
film, classified in class 156, subclass 244.11. 

III. Claims 8-15, drawn to a laminate apparatus with a gas nozzle to blow air, 
classified in class 156, subclass 500. 

The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons: 

2. Inventions I and II are related as subcombinations disclosed as usable together 
in a single combination. The subcombinations are distinct from each other if they are 
shown to be separately usable. In the instant case, invention I has separate utility such 
as forming a film with a different polymer at the edges. See MPEP § 806.05(d). 

3. Inventions I and III are related as subcombinations disclosed as usable together 
in a single combination. The subcombinations are distinct from each other if they are 
shown to be separately usable. In the instant case, invention I has separate utility such 
as forming a film with a different polymer at the edges. See MPEP § 806.05(d). 

4. Inventions II and III are related as process and apparatus for its practice. The 
inventions are distinct if it can be shown that either: (1) the process as claimed can be 
practiced by another materially different apparatus or by hand, or (2) the apparatus as 
claimed can be used to practice another and materially different process. (MPEP § 
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806.05(e)). In this case apparatus can be used with a different method such as 
extruding a film without using a support. 

5. Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have 
acquired a separate status in the art as shown by their different classification, restriction 
for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

6. During a telephone conversation with Paul Nyls on 2/26/04 a provisional election 
was made without traverse to prosecute the invention of group I, claims 1-6. Affirmation 
of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office action. Claims 7-15 
are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 CFR 1.142(b), as being 
drawn to a non-elected invention. 

7. Applicant is reminded that upon the cancellation of claims to a non-elected 
invention, the inventorship must be amended in compliance with 37 CFR 1.48(b) if one 
or more of the currently named inventors is no longer an inventor of at least one claim 
remaining in the application. Any amendment of inventorship must be accompanied by 
a request under 37 CFR 1.48(b) and by the fee required under 37 CFR 1.1 7(i). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 2, 4, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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It is unclear how the end resin layer can be both forming the ends and enveloped 
by the center resin at the ends since when it is enveloped, the center resin enveloping 
the end resin forms the ends. It is unclear what is meant by "the later resin" as it has no 
antecedent basis in the claim. It is unclear whether the end resin is already enveloped 
by the center resin after it exits the die or before it does. It is suggested that these 
claims be re-written in independent form as it appears applicant is mixing species as 
depicted in Figures 3A and 3B. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 1 . Claim 3 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Peiffer et al.(U.S 
Patent 5,716,570). 

Peiffer et al. discloses a method of forming a resin film where the ends of the film 
are formed from a different material than the center of the film. (Figure 3; Abstract) The 
resin forming the ends of the film can be made of a material with a melt flow rate lower 
than that of the center resin. (Col. 5, II. 15-28) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cloeren(U.S. Patent 5,120,484) in view of Thompson(U.S. Patent 4,272,312), and 
Gruber et al.(U.S. Patent 5,594,095) 

Cloeren discloses a method of forming a film by extruding a different resin at the 
edges of the film than in the center.(Figure 1 ) The viscosities of the material can be 
different.(Col. 2, II. 34-38) The reference does not disclose the extension viscosity of 
the edge resin being greater than that of the center resin. Neck-in is a well-known 
problem as taught by Thompson when extruding films where the resin at the edges 
forms undesirable beads. This material often must be cut off.(Col. 1, II. 53-60) Since 
the invention of Cloeren is intended to retain these edge portions, one in the art would 
appreciate that neck-in would not be desirable. Thompson discloses that to reduce 
neck-in the edge resin should have a lower neck-in characteristic that the center 
resin(Col. 4, II. 13-15) but it does not disclose what these characteristics are. Gruber et 
al. discloses that low extension viscosities make films that are prone to neck-in. (Col. 6, 
II. 13-17) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to choose resins so that the resin at the edges had a higher 
extension viscosity than the resin in the center since neck-in is undesirable particularly 
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when the edges are made of a different material and are intended to be part of the final 
product. 

14. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thompson, Gruber et al. and Mehra et al.(U.S. Patent 5,700,412) 

Thompson discloses a method of forming a film by extruding a different resin at 
the edges of the film than in the center.(Figure 1) To reduce neck-in the edge resin 
should have a lower neck-in characteristic that the center resin(Col. 4, II. 13-15) but the 
reference does not disclose what these characteristics are. Gruber et al. discloses that 
low extension viscosities make films that are prone to neck-in. (Col. 6, II. 13-17) It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to choose resins so that the resin at the edges had a higher extension viscosity than the 
resin in the center since Thompson discloses using a resin with a lower neck-in 
characteristic at the edges and Gruber et al. discloses extension viscosity is a 
characteristic used to measure neck-in. 

The references do not specifically state the edge resin is enveloped by the center 
resin. However, Thompson discloses the resins used are co-mingled at the edges. (Col. 
4, II. 35-38) The resins used in Thompson do not blend as shown by Mehra et al. which 
discloses that polyethylene is incompatible with polyethylene terephthalate and forms 
islands within polyethylene terephthalate. (Col. 3, II. 30-34; 41-44) Islands are pockets 
of one resin surrounded by the main resin. Therefore, one in the art reading the 
references as a whole, would understand that the polyethylene forms islands within 
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polyethylene terephthalate rather than blending with it, forming regions of the edge resin 
near the edges which are enveloped by the center resin. 

15. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cloeren 
in view of Thompson and Peiffer et al. 

Cloeren discloses a method of forming a film by extruding a different resin at the 
edges of the film than in the center.(Figure 1) The viscosities of the material can be 
different.(Col. 2, II. 34-38) The reference does not disclose the melt flow rate of the 
edge resin being greater than that of the center resin. Neck-in is a well-known problem 
as taught by Thompson when extruding films where the resin at the edges forms 
undesirable beads. This material often must be cut off.(Col. 1, II. 53-60) Since the 
invention of Cloeren is intended to retain these edge portions, one in the art would 
appreciate that neck-in would not be desirable. Thompson discloses that to reduce 
neck-in the edge resin should have a lower neck-in characteristic that the center 
resin(Col. 4, II. 13-15) but it does not disclose what these characteristics are. Peiffer et 
al. discloses that melt flow rate affects the neck-in of the resin since it indicates that the 
higher the melt flow rate of the edges is in comparison to the center, the thicker, i.e. 
more neck-in, there is. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to choose resins so that the resin at the edges had a 
lower melt flow rate than the resin in the center since neck-in is undesirable particularly 
when the edges are made of a different material and are intended to be part of the final 
product. 
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16. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thompson, Peiffer et al. and Mehra et al. 

Thompson discloses a method of forming a film by extruding a different resin at 
the edges of the film than in the center.(Figure 1) To reduce neck-in the edge resin 
should have a lower neck-in characteristic that the center resin(CoL 4, II. 13-15) but the 
reference does not disclose what these characteristics are. Peiffer et al. discloses that 
melt flow rate affects the neck-in of the resin since it indicates that the higher the melt 
flow rate of the edges is in comparison to the center, the thicker, i.e. more neck-in, there 
is. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to choose resins so that the resin at the edges had a lower melt flow rate 
than the resin in the center since Thompson discloses using a resin with a lower neck-in 
characteristic at the edges and Peiffer et al. discloses melt flow rate is a characteristic 
that can be used to determine neck-in and that lower melt flow rates have lower neck-in 
rates. 

The references do not specifically state the edge resin is enveloped by the center 
resin. However, Thompson discloses the resins used are co-mingled at the edges.(Col. 
4, II. 35-38) The resins used in Thompson do not blend as shown by Mehra et al. which 
discloses that polyethylene forms islands within polyethylene terephthalate.( Col. 3, II. 
30-34; 41-44) Islands are pockets of one resin surrounded by the main resin. 
Therefore, one in the art reading the references as a whole, would understand that the 
polyethylene forms islands within polyethylene terephthalate rather than blending with it, 
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forming regions of the edge resin near the edges which are enveloped by the center 
resin. 

17. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cloeren 
in view of Thompson, Gruber et al., and Peiffer et al. 

Cloeren discloses a method of forming a film by extruding a different resin at the 
edges of the film than in the center.(Figure 1) The viscosities of the material can be 
different.(Col. 2, II. 34-38) The reference does not disclose the extension viscosity of 
the edge resin being greater than that of the center resin. Neck-in is a well-known 
problem as taught by Thompson when extruding films where the resin at the edges 
forms undesirable beads. This material often must be cut off.(Col. 1 , II. 53-60) Since 
the invention of Cloeren is intended to retain these edge portions, one in the art would 
appreciate that neck-in would not be desirable. Thompson discloses that to reduce 
neck-in the edge resin should have a lower neck-in characteristic that the center 
resin(Col. 4, II. 13-15) but it does not disclose what these characteristics are. Gruber et 
al. discloses that low extension viscosities make films that are prone to neck-in(Col. 6, II. 
13-17) but does not disclose the relation of melt flow rate to neck-in. 

One in the art would appreciate that while using one characteristic will provide a 
rough idea of materials that will work to reduce neck-in, using two or more 
characteristics used to define neck-in to determine the polymers used for the edge and 
center resins would increase the likelihood of obtaining a film with little neck-in. Peiffer 
et al. discloses that melt flow rate affects the neck-in of the resin since it indicates that 
the higher the melt flow rate of the edges is in comparison to the center, the thicker, i.e. 
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more neck-in, there is. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to choose resins so that the resin at the edges had a 
lower melt flow rate than the resin in the center and so that the resin at the edges had a 
higher extension viscosity than the resin in the center since Thompson discloses using 
a resin with a lower neck-in characteristic at the edges and Gruber et al. and Peiffer et 
al. disclose characteristics that can be used to determine neck-in and since the use of 
two or more characteristics which relate to neck-in would increase the likelihood of 
obtaining a film with little neck-in. 

18. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thompson, Gruber et al., Peiffer et al., and Mehra et al. 

Thompson discloses a method of forming a film by extruding a different resin at 
the edges of the film than in the center.(Figure 1 ) To reduce neck-in the edge resin 
should have a lower neck-in characteristic that the center resin(Col. 4, II. 13-15) but the 
reference does not disclose what these characteristics are. Gruber et al. discloses that 
low extension viscosities make films that are prone to neck-in(Col. 6, II. 13-17) but does 
not disclose the relation of melt flow rate to neck-in. 

One in the art would appreciate that while using one characteristic will provide a 
rough idea of materials that will work to reduce neck-in, using two or more 
characteristics used to define neck-in to determine the polymers used for the edge and 
center resins would increase the likelihood of obtaining a film with little neck-in. Peiffer 
et al. discloses that melt flow rate affects the neck-in of the resin since it indicates that 
the higher the melt flow rate of the edges is in comparison to the center, the thicker, i.e. 
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more neck-in, there is. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to choose resins so that the resin at the edges had a 
lower melt flow rate than the resin in the center and so that the resin at the edges had a 
higher extension viscosity than the resin in the center since Thompson discloses using 
a resin with a lower neck-in characteristic at the edges and Gruber et al. and Peiffer et 
al. disclose characteristics that can be used to determine neck-in and since the use of 
two or more characteristics which relate to neck-in would increase the likelihood of 
obtaining a film with little neck-in. 

The references do not specifically state the edge resin is enveloped by the center 
resin. However, Thompson discloses the resins used are co-mingled at the edges. (Col. 
4, II. 35-38) The resins used in Thompson do not blend as shown by Mehra et al. which 
discloses that polyethylene is incompatible with polyethylene terephthalate and forms 
islands within polyethylene terephthalate.(Col. 3, II. 30-34; 41-44) Islands are pockets 
of one resin surrounded by the main resin. Therefore, one in the art reading the 
references as a whole, would understand that the polyethylene forms islands within 
polyethylene terephthalate rather than blending with it, forming regions of the edge resin 
near the edges which are enveloped by the center resin. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Barbara J. Musser whose telephone number is (571) 
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272-1222. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday; alternate 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571)-272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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